To: Lombardi, Marc[Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com]; Brown, Anthony R
(RM)[anthony.brown@bp.com}

Cc: Doug Carey[douglas.carey@waterboards.ca.gov};
chris.stetler@waterboards.ca.govichris.stetler@waterboards.ca.govl; Greg
Reller[gr@burlesonconsulting.com]; Cory Koger[Cory.S.Koger@usace.army.mil}; Serda,
Sophia[Serda.Sophia@epa.gov}, Shaffer, Caleb[Shaffer.Caleb@epa.gov]; Cohen,
Adam[Adam.Cohen@dgslaw.com]; Arthur C. ("Sandy") Riese - EnSci, Inc. (sriese@ensci-
inc.com)[sriese@ensci-inc.com}; Jefferson, Jill[Jill. Jefferson@amecfw.com}; Grant Ohland -
(gohland@ohlandhydrogeo.com)[gohland@ohlandhydrogeo.com}; Wirtschafter,
Joshua[Wirtschafter.Joshua@epa.gov};, Greg Reller[gr@burlesonconsulting.com]; Cory
Koger[Cory.S.Koger@usace.army.mil]; Serda, Sophia[Serda.Sophia@epa.gov]; Black,
Ned[Black.Ned@epa.gov]; Hillenbrand, John[Hillenbrand.John@epa.gov}

From: Deschambault, Lynda

Sent: Wed 12/21/2016 3:42:16 PM

Subject: RE: Followup/ Schedule Discussions; JANUARY 17TH 9 TO 11 AM CONFIRMED

Good morning Marc,

| was hoping for a more simple technical explanation, to help us understand the step by
step discussion we had on data specifically. This was more formal in nature than

necessary, and not helpful for further understanding ARC’s need for at least 15 months
(450 days) following the completion of sampling to submit the Draft RlI/ TDSR sections.

As compared to EPA’s request for 6 months (180 days) .

Our Meeting is confirmed for January 17" 9 to 11 at the Marriot in San Francisco.

U.S. EPA has been clear that a more aggressive submission schedule is requested.
Please provide a plan for delivery of a first inclusive draft RI/FS by December 31, 2017
and a complete and final RI/FS by August 30, 2018.

ARC should proceed to provide an updated schedule in early January in
advance of our management meeting.

_ EPA will proceed with preparation of our comments on the TOC,
Scheduhng, Reporting, and the Mine Waste report.

Lynda
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P.S. Is ARC okay with the Waterboard attending the January 17" meeting as well?

From: Lombardi, Marc [mailto:Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 20, 2016 4:10 PM

To: Deschambault, Lynda <Deschambault.Lynda@epa.gov>; Brown, Anthony R (RM)
<anthony.brown@bp.com>

Cc: Doug Carey <douglas.carey(@waterboards.ca.gov>; chris.stetler@waterboards.ca.gov; Greg
Reller <gr@burlesonconsulting.com>; Cory Koger <Cory.S.Koger@usace.army.mil>; Serda,
Sophia <Serda.Sophia@epa.gov>; Shafter, Caleb <Shaffer. Caleb@epa.gov>; Cohen, Adam
<Adam.Cohen@dgslaw.com>; Arthur C. ("Sandy") Riese - EnSci, Inc. (sriese@ensci-inc.com)
<sriese@ensci-inc.com>; Jefferson, Jill <Jill.Jefferson@amectfw.com>; Grant Ohland -
(gohland@ohlandhydrogeo.com) <gohland@ohlandhydrogeo.com>

Subject: RE: Followup/ Schedule Discussions at December 13 Technical Meeting

Lynda,

During our December 13, 2016 meeting, we discussed the general estimated timeline
for RI/FS data processing and reporting (starting from completion of sample collection
through to reporting). We also indicated that the estimated timeline will differ depending
on the type of media and the amount of sampling performed. In addition, we discussed
numerous schedule variables that have resulted in the data sets being at different
stages of completeness. Your email request and recent correspondence suggests that
the U.S. EPA is not considering size, complexity, and completeness of each data set
relative to the schedule for the submittal of Technical Data Summary Reports (TDSRs)
and the preparation of the Rl Report. In other words, the data collection, evaluation,
and reporting process for the various data sets is not a one size fits all approach and
does not allow us to respond to your request with activity durations that can be applied
uniformly to all data sets.

Atlantic Richfield’s June 3, 2016 letter provides the U.S. EPA with the estimated
timeframe of information that you are requesting. Our June 3, 2016 letter states:
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“As shown on the attached RI/FS schedule (Attachment A), the timeline for the
completion of laboratory analyses, data validation, Quality Control Summary Reports,
and DQAs typically requires between 4 to 6 months depending on the size of the
dataset. As a result, this process combined with data usability evaluations and other
interpretative analyses will require at least 15 months following the completion of
sampling activities prior to the submittal of the Draft Rl Report.”

The June 3, 2016 letter also provided U.S. EPA with Atlantic Richfield’s estimated
sequencing for the timing for submittal of various TDSRs. Since submittal of our June 3,
2016 letter, a number of our schedule assumptions have changed, which will affect the
timing for submittal of the various TDSRs. In addition, U.S. EPA has requested the
preparation and submittal of numerous other interim Rl submittals which further
influence our ability to meet the milestones outlined in our June 3, 2016 letter. On
September 9, 2016, Atlantic Richfield proposed four options for accommodating U.S.
EPA’s requests for expedited reporting of Rl sampling results. We said at the time that
our preferred option was to prepare comprehensive TDSRs in accordance with the
schedules outlined in the June 3, 2016 letter. We also stated that, if the U.S. EPA was
to require a more aggressive submission schedule, the other options were available, but
Atlantic Richfield needed additional direction from U.S. EPA regarding its preferences.
We have yet to receive U.S. EPA’s response to the options outlined in Atlantic
Richfield’s September 9 letter but believe that additional interim Rl submittals beyond
the previously proposed TDSRs are unnecessary and will take resources away from the
preparation of the TDSRs and the RI/FS Report.

The uncertain time required for U.S. EPA review of technical submittals is another factor
that can significantly affect the TDSR completion schedule, but which we obviously
cannot control. As discussed in the December 13 meeting, we would like EPA’s
approval of the content to be included in the various media-specific TDSRs and believe
the Mine Waste TDSR submitted on April 23, 2016 best addresses U.S. EPA comments
received thus far on the content of the TDSRs. As discussed in the December 13
meeting, we understand that U.S. EPA will provide comments on the Mine Waste TDSR
within the next few weeks and will provide comments on future TDSRs within 30 days
after submittal.

As discussed in the December 13, 2016 meeting, Atlantic Richfield will revisit and
refresh our conceptual RI/FS schedule, last presented to U.S. EPA in our June 3, 2016
letter, and that we would provide U.S. EPA with an update to that schedule in early
January in advance of our management meeting. However, it is not practical for us to
do so in a meaningful and accurate manner and have it ready for submittal to U.S. EPA
by December 21. We can provide the requested information and schedule to U.S. EPA
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by COB on January 9, 2017.

Should you have any questions or comments please contact Tony Brown at (714) 228-

6770 or anthony.brown@bp.com.

Thanks,

Marc

Marc R. Lombardi, CEM, PG

Principal Geologist/ Office Manager, Environment & Infrastructure Americas, Amec Foster Wheeler
108940 White Rock Road, Suite 190, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670, USA

D (916) 853-8903 M (916) 302-6326

marc lombardi@amecfw.com  amecfw.com

From: Deschambault, Lynda [mailto:Deschambault.Lynda@epa.gov]
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2016 7:48 AM

To: Brown, Anthony R (RM) <anthony.brown(@bp.com>; Lombardi, Marc
<Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com>

Cc: Doug Carey <douglas.carey@waterboards.ca.gov>; chris stetler@waterboards.ca.gov; Greg

Reller <gr@burlesonconsulting.com>; Cory Koger <Cory.S Koger@usace army.mil>; Serda,

Sophia <Serda.Sophia@epa.gov>; Shaffer, Caleb <Shaffer.Caleb@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Followup/ Schedule Discussions at December 13 Technical Meeting

Good morning Tony,
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I am working on dates. Will know more by end of day or Monday. Are you okay with the 16"
and 20%? Or just 17, 18, 19?

As noted, EPA is currently finalizing our written comments and will have those in advance of
that meeting.

In order to complete those, please provide a response to this email. And add any additional detail
I missed.

In order to us to proceed and have successful discussions, it is very important that we have your
response, and clearly understand what ARC 1s requesting in regards to reporting steps and
duration for the RIFS data (2015 and 2016) submittals to EPA for review, consideration and
discussion.

Please get back to us, and clarify the outline I summarized from my meeting notes
/understanding (listed here in my email below)---by December 21, 2016

Thanks!

Lynda

From: Brown, Anthony R (RM) [mailto:anthony.brown@bp.com]

Sent: Thursday, December 15,2016 7:10 PM

To: Deschambault, Lynda <Deschambault.Lynda@epa.gov>; Lombardi, Marc
<Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com>

Subject: RE: Followup/ Schedule Discussions at December 13 Technical Meeting

Thank you Lynda for this summary. As previously noted, we plan to take-up RI/FS scheduling
topics at the meeting in January 2016. Have you settled on a preferred day during the week of
January 16 for that meeting?
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From: Deschambault, Lynda [mailto:Deschambault Lynda@epa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2016 7:40 AM

To: Brown, Anthony R (RM); Lombardi, Marc; Doug Carey; chris. stetler@waterboards.ca.gov
Cc: Greg Reller; Cory Koger; Serda, Sophia; Shaffer, Caleb

Subject: Followup/ Schedule Discussions at December 13 Technical Meeting

Good morning,

Again my sincere apologies for the confusion on the start time yesterday!
The email stating we’d go back to the original agenda, was only circulated internally--- and

doesn’t look like I copied others. Sorry about that! And thanks for not making me feel Too bad
©.

o  Our meetings are always productive! Yesterday was no exception.
Although we were hopeful to receive a more robust data presentations —and include floodplain
data—we had some good discussions on reporting and scheduling to prepare us for an upcoming

meeting with legal and managers the week of January 16, 2017. The ultimate goal of that
meeting is to reach agreement on an RIFS schedule.

o  The good news is, that we seem to have agreement on a Draft RI by December 2017!

o EPA is preparing comments and will provide those shortly. EPA’s goal is to have a DRAFT
combined RI/FS by December 2017.

(with the understanding that there may be some gaps and placeholders) and the final combined
complete RIFS to be completed by June 2018.

e To get to that end, or a date we can agree upon, EPA would appreciate clarity on the ARC
requested reporting times that we discussed, and the tasks necessary for those steps.
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As you know EPA has requested in previous comments: “full QC and DQA steps are
completed within 120 days of each sampling event. Further, within 180 days after field
sampling is completed, ARC shall submit a Technical Data Summary Report/ Draft RIFS
section, that includes validated analytical data and data interpretation”

What we understand from yesterday, is that ARC is requesting as much as 19 months ( 570
days) to Present data.

--October 2015 Sediment data was not completed in time for our meeting yesterday. ARC
provided preliminary discussion and proposes a March 2017 submittal == 17 months or 510

days

--During our meeting yesterday ARC requested that the Oct 2015 floodplain data be presented in
June 2017==19 months--or 570 days after collection.

Below is my understanding of our discussion of the ARC timeline.

Please provide additional detail to support the ARC timelines and identify arcas where the
process could be streamlined and expedited.

e  Oct 2015 Sampling complete

0 Lab results -- 5 months or 150 days

= 3 party validation --3 months + 90 days

e Database Presentation with flags, write QCSR/ DQA—1 month + 30 days

0 Risk EPC’s — 1 month + 30 days

= Technical evaluation, ID data gaps, maps, profiles, cross sections, etc—2 months + 60 days

= TOTAL 12 months or 360 DAY S-- for TDSR 2015 data== by October 2016(?)

I believe ARC indicated that the process for 2016 data might be shortened?

Please provide a similar chart to identify the timing and process for the ARC proposal--- that
data collected by October 2016 would be provided to EPA by June 2017—210 days?
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e  Oct 2016 Sampling complete

0 Lab results — xx days?

= 3" party validation —XX days?

e Data Presentation with flags, write QCSR/ DQA—xx days?
0 Risk EPC’s — xx days?

= Technical evaluation, maps, profiles, cross sections—xx days?

= TOTAL 8 months or 210 DAYS-- for all TDSR all media thru 2016 data by June 2017?

= TOTAL DRAFT RI by December 2017

Lynda

From: Deschambault, Lynda

Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2016 7:46 AM

To: Shaffer, Caleb <Shaffer.Caleb@epa.gov>; Wirtschafter, Joshua

<Wirtschafter. Joshua@epa.gov>

Cc: Riley, Gary <riley.gary@epa.gov>; Greg Reller <gr@burlesonconsulting.com>; Cory Koger
<Cory.S.Koger@usace.army.mil>; Black, Ned <Black Ned@epa.gov>; Serda, Sophia
<Serda.Sophia@epa.gov>

Subject: EPA Comments on Schedule: Meeting to Discuss schedule is Postponed to January

Hello again,

Okay, we’ll stick to the original technical agenda for 12/13 (in person at AMEC re: Sediment
and floodplain soils)

and find another time that works for a meeting with ARC on the RI/FS Schedule.

From: Brown, Anthony R (RM) [mailto:anthony.brown@bp.com]
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Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2016 4:15 PM

To: Deschambault, Lynda <Deschambault.Lynda@epa.gov>; Lombardi, Marc
<Marc.Lombardi@amectw.com>

Subject: RE: Presentation Materials, Early Start, Add Schedule to Agenda: December 13
Technical Meeting

Hi Marc, request AMECFW address Lynda’s request for providing presentation materials by
EOD 12/8 and provide her an update ASAP. Thanks... Tony...

From: Deschambault, Lynda [mailto.Deschambault Lynda@epa.govl

Sent: Tuesday, December 06, 2016 2:58 PM

To: Brown, Anthony R (RM)

Cc: Lombardi, Marc (marc. lombardi@amecfw.com); Cohen, Adam; Halsey, Ronald H; Wirtschafter,
Joshua; Greg Reller; Cory Koger; Black, Ned; Serda, Sophia; Shaffer, Caleb

Subject: FW: Presentation Materials, Early Start, Add Schedule to Agenda: December 13 Technical
Meeting

Thanks Tony,

You are correct about technical meetings being technical--and that is still our intent as
well.

We were optimistic that we could discuss this item after the close of our technical
meeting on sediment & floodplain soils.

Please let us know your availability for week of January 9" or January 16" for an in-
person meeting in San Francisco.

EPA requests that technical representatives be present for this meeting. EPA’s “other
tech support” participants will include: Greg Reller, Cory Koger, and if available: Dr.
Black and Dr. Serda. The ARC technical issues related to the schedule include items
such as: the time necessary for EPA to receive technical reports, the content of those
reports (data usability and risk), and also the parallel completion of both the Risk
Assessments and the Feasibility study -- for one final and complete RI/FS report.

ED_001709_00000832-00009



We do believe that a free exchange of information face-to-face and the opportunity for
legal counsel to understand and hear technical concerns is essential for us to come to
agreement on an RI/FS schedule

We will stick to the original agenda.

As requested, please provide the presentation materials (see below) by EOD on 12/8/16

Best Regards,

Lynda Deschambault
Environmental Scientist
USEPA Region 09

(415) 947-4183

Please be advised I may have limited access to email , therefore please be patient with any
communication delays.

From: Brown, Anthony R (RM) [mailto:anthony.brown@bp.com]

Sent: Monday, December 05, 2016 6:16 PM

To: Deschambault, Lynda <Deschambault. Lynda@epa.gov>

Cc: Halsey, Ronald H <ronald.halsey@bp.com>; Cohen, Adam <Adam.Cohen@dgslaw.com>;
Lombardi, Marc <Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com>

Subject: FW: Presentation Materials, Early Start, Add Schedule to Agenda: December 13
Technical Meeting

Lynda — Your November 29 revised agenda for the December 13 technical meeting proposes to
add a two-hour session (from 1:30 to 3:30) to discuss completion of the RI/FS, including the
format and schedule for the draft and final RI/FS reports. You indicated that EPA management
(Caleb Shaffer), counsel (Josh Wirtschafter), and “other tech support” (not identified) would
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participate in this discussion. The quarterly technical meetings were set up to allow for a free-
exchange of technical information between ARC and EPA. Both sides have consistently agreed
that the meetings should be limited to technical personnel to avoid diverting attention to legal
and administrative matters. For this reason, ARC did not arrange, and is not prepared, to have
management and legal counsel available on December 13. We cannot participate in discussions
mvolving EPA management and counsel without having our own representatives present. We
also do not believe it is an efficient use of our entire technical team’s time to be involved in this
discussion. Accordingly, ARC requests that the agenda topics for the December 13 meeting be
limited to those listed in your October 28 email (stream sediment, floodplain soil, and remaining
field work). We think there is enough to talk about concerning those technical topics to fill the
allotted time. We agree that ARC and EPA should discuss RI/FS scheduling issues, but we
believe a separate meeting involving a different group should be arranged. Please propose dates
in January 2017 when EPA’s team, including Caleb and Josh, are available for a meeting on
RI/FS scheduling and reporting (presumably in San Francisco). I can then check on the
availability of the ARC representatives who would need to participate. Thank you.

Anthony R Brown

Operations Project Manager — Mining
Atlantic Richfield Company
Remediation Management

4 Centerpointe Drive, Suite 200

La Palma, California USA 90623

MS Lyne: 657-529-4537

Cell: 951-265-4277

From: Deschambault, Lynda [mailto:Deschambault. Lynda@epa.govl

Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 3:10 PM

To: Brown, Anthony R (RM)

Cc: Riley, Gary; Greg Reller; Cory Koger; Black, Ned; Shaffer, Caleb; Lombardi, Marc
(marc.lombardi@amecfw.com); Doug Carey; chris stetler@waterboards.ca.gov; Hillenbrand, John; Chang-
Minami, Kay SPK; Patty Cubanski; Serda, Sophia; Black, Ned

Subject: RE: Presentation Materials, Early Start, Add Schedule to Agenda: December 13 Technical
Meeting

Dear Mr. Brown:
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| wanted to follow-up on two items regarding our upcoming technical meeting. :

¢ Presentation Materials: | have some use-or-lose time and will be out of the office
Dec 8,9 and 12.

Please provide the requested presentation materials (see below) EOD on 12/8/16 with a
cc to all those on this list. And include the webinar call in information

¢ Timing and Agenda:
o We would like to start the meeting earlier: 9 am instead of 10 am

o We would like to add “Format, Schedule and Reporting for Draft RI/FS and final RI/FS
completion” to the agenda for 1:30

DRAFT AGENDA

9am: Introductions, Safety Moment

Stream Sediment
Available data (QCSR and DQA)
Stream Profiles
Screening benchmark comparisons (risk assessment calculations)
Reference Comparison
Elevated risks attributable to the site;
Implications for the FS

Floodplain Soil
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Available data (QCSR and DQA )
Stream Profiles
Screening benchmark comparisons (risk assessment calculations)
Reference Comparison
Elevated risks attributable to the site;

Implications for the FS

12 noon Lunch break

Tpm Wrap up next steps on Sediment and floodplain

1:30 Format, Schedule and Reporting for Draft RI/FS and final RI/FS
completion”

Caleb Shaffer in Person; Legal Counsel Wirtschafter and Other tech
support by Phone

Discuss RIFS Format/ Structure/ Content: See ARC’s, March 13, 2015 and December
4, 2015 RI/FS Table of Contents (TOC) and RTC).

Discuss Schedule: See ARC’s June 3, 2016 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Schedule Update, and

Interim reports to the Draft RI/FS: See ARC’s September 9, 2016 Reporting Options for
Upcoming Interim Rl Submittals.

3:30 Field work remaining in 2017; this and other media

EPA requested 14 day summary of:

Work not completed under approved TSAP for 2016 field season
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Work not completed that EPA requested under conditional
approved TSAPs

New work ARC is planning??

4:30 Wrap up/ Next steps/ Next meeting

From: Deschambault, Lynda

Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2016 4:18 PM

To: 'Brown, Anthony R (RM)' <anthony.brown@bp.com>

Cc: Gary Riley <Riley.Gary@epa.gov>; Greg Reller <gr@burlesonconsulting.com>; Cory
Koger <Cory.S . Koger@usace.army.mil>; Black, Ned <Black Ned@epa.gov>; Shaffer, Caleb
<Shaffer.Caleb@epa.gov>; Lombardi, Marc (marc lombardi@amecfw.com)
<marc.lombardi@amecfw.com>; Doug Carey <douglas.carey@waterboards.ca.gov>;
'chris.stetler@waterboards.ca.gov' <chris.stetler@waterboards.ca.gov>; Hillenbrand, John
<Hillenbrand.John@epa.gov>; Chang-Minami, Kay SPK <Kay.Chang-
Minami@usace.army.mil>; Patty Cubanski <pc@burlesonconsulting.com>

Subject: Presentation Materials for December 13 Technical Meeting

Dear Mr. Brown.

We look forward to our December 13" technical meeting at the AMEC office!
10940 White Rock Road, Suite 190,
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Our meetings are always productive and informative.Please provide/share the webinar
login information.

Also as promised, we have put together a list of basic graphics that ARC should provide
in a Powerpoint to EPA in advance of the meeting. During past technical meetings,
presentation graphics are often inconsistent or poorly presented. EPA provides this
higher level of detail and looks forward to a productive meeting with graphics that will
assist in understanding the stream sediment and floodplain soil ; and provide for robust
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conversation.

1) Overview maps that show sample locations (one or two maps to scale)

2) Stream profiles of metal concentration versus distance downstream from a selected
point ( for example: Station 1, Station 15, CUD) The X axis should be in linear length
units and should be the same for all comparable graphs. The Y axis should be the
same for comparable graphs, and could be either linear or log (please pick ONE of
these and use consistently throughout the graphics for each comparable set of images)
depending on the concentration range.

a. Comparable graphs/images are those showing the same reach of the stream
system, and/or same chemical.

b. Start with the whole system (ie Leviathan Creek to the bottom of Bryant Creek)

c. [Each stream profile should include the stream sediment, category |, category 2, and
category 3 floodplain soil data; each as a separate profile line with different colors AND
symbols that are easily distinguishable at the presentation scale and format.

d. Symbols must be consistent (ie do NOT use a blue square for stream sediment on
one figure and category 2 floodplain soil on another figure...)

e. After showing the entire stream profile (ie from the chosen starting point in
Leviathan Creek to the bottom of Bryant Creek), please provide enlarged profiles of any
areas of interest.

3) Transects of metal concentrations for stream sediment AND category |, category 2,
and category 3 floodplain soil data. Select the transects based on areas of interest (i.e.
from the stream profiles). These should follow the same rules as the stream profiles (ie
consistent scales, symbols, etc.) please Provide index maps showing transect
locations.

a. Each transect should include a diagram of the location of the differing floodplain soil
and stream sediments with respect to one another.

4) If there are widely used sediment screening benchmarks (note that these should
also apply to what ARC calls ‘floodplain soil) these should be shown on the profiles for
comparison and to assist in visually showing the significance of the analytical results.

5) At a minimum please provide profiles for arsenic, copper, nickel, and thallium.

Best Regards,
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Lynda Deschambault
Environmental Scientist
USEPA Region 09

(415) 947-4183

Please be advised I may have limited access to email , therefore please be patient with any
communication delays.

From: Deschambault, Lynda

Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 8:15 AM

To: Brown, Anthony R (RM) <anthony.brown@bp.com>

Cc: Gary Riley <Riley.Gary@epa.gov>; Greg Reller <gr@burlesonconsulting.com>; Cory
Koger <Cory.S Koger@usace army . mil>; Patty Cubanski <pc@burlesonconsulting com>;
'Chang-Minami, Kay SPK' <Kay.Chang-Minami@usace.army.mil>; Serda, Sophia
<Serda.Sophia@epa.gov>; Black, Ned <Black Ned@epa.gov>; Wirtschafter, Joshua
<Wirtschafter. Joshua@epa.gov>; Hillenbrand, John <Hillenbrand.John@epa.gov>; Doug Carey
<douglas.carey(@waterboards.ca.gov>; 'Chris.Stetler@waterboards.ca.gov'
<Chris.Stetler@waterboards.ca.gov>; "Lombardi, Marc' <Marc.Lombardi@amecfw.com>
Subject: December 13 Technical Meeting

Dear Mr. Brown,

EPA looks forward to our next technical meeting. Here is a proposed agenda and
logistics. EPA anticipates that ARC will provide a Technical Data Summary Report
(TDSR) on Sediment and Floodplain soils in advance of the meeting. Preferably 72
hours in advance.

¢ DURATION: Let’s plan for the full day: 10 am to 4pm. Confirm location is it
Waterboard or AMEC office?
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¢ WEBINAR: Please set up a webinar for those who can’t attend the whole meeting

o AGENDA: Here is a draft. EPA looks forward to a review and discussion of the
following items:

DRAFT AGENDA

Introductions
Safety Moment
Stream Sediment
Available data (QCSR and DQA)
Stream Profiles
Screening benchmark comparisons (risk assessment calculations)
Reference Comparison
Elevated risks attributable to the site;
Implications for the FS
Floodplain Soil
Available data (QCSR and DQA )
Stream Profiles
Screening benchmark comparisons (risk assessment calculations)
Reference Comparison
Elevated risks attributable to the site;

Implications for the FS
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Field work remaining in 2017; this and other media

Wrap up/ Next steps

EPA would like to note that at Leviathan, Stream Sediment is defined as the active
sediment in the upper two centimeters of the stream channel. Deeper or more
stationary sediment is classified as floodplain soil. The discussion at our meeting, and
the data in the TDSR should include both stream sediment and floodplain soil as they
are defined at Leviathan.

amec
foster
wheeler

This message is the property of Amec Foster Wheeler plc and/or its subsidiaries and/or affiliates and is intended only
for the named recipient(s). Its contents (including any attachments) may be confidential, legally privileged or
otherwise protected from disclosure by law. Unauthorised use, copying, distribution or disclosure of any of it may be
unlawful and is strictly prohibited. We assume no responsibility to persons other than the intended named recipient(s)
and do not accept liability for any errors or omissions which are a result of email tfransmission. If you have received
this message in error, please notify us immediately by reply email to the sender and confirm that the original message
and any attachments and copies have been destroyed and deleted from your system. This disclaimer applies to any
and all messages originating from us and set out above. If you do not wish fo receive future unsolicited commercial
electronic messages from us, please forward this email to: unsubscribe@amecfw.com and include
“Unsubscribe” in the subject line. If applicable, you will continue fo receive invoices, project communications and
similar factual, non-commercial electronic communications.

Please click hilp://amectw.comvemail-disclaimer for notices and company information in relation to emails originating
in the UK ltaly or France.

ED_001709_00000832-00018



	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18

